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REVD.  JOHN  BLAIR  LINN, ,  D.  D.  &c. 


TO  THE  REVD;  Dr.  LINN, 

REVD.  SIRi 

OUR  reply  to  my  Letter  anfwered 
my  expectation  in  fome  refpe&s,  but  not  in  others, 
ConviClion,  with  refpeft  to  any  thing  of  much  confe- 
quence,  I  did  not  expea  to  produce  ;  but  I  looked  for 
an  acknowledgment  of  fome  flight  overfights,  and  more 
candour  with  refpedt  to  myfelf  and  rny  motives  in  writ¬ 
ing.  You  do  not,  however,  acknowledge  the  fmallefl 
overfight,  and  through  the  whole  of  your  letter  youre- 
prefent  me  as  a Cung  in  a  very  difmgenuous  manner, 
ufing  much  artifice  in  the  defence  of  what  you  fuppofe 

A  2  I  mull 


4 


A  second  Letter  to  the 


I  mud  know  to  be  incapable  of  defence,  and  thereby- 
deceiving  and  misleading  my  readers. 

You  call,  p.  11,  the  account  that  I  gave  of  my  obje& 
in  writing  “  an  ingenious  evafion,  to  avoid  an  acknow- 
“  ledgment,  which  I  muft  otherwife  have  been  forced 
“  to  make.  By  artfully  interweaving  certain  claufes  in 
“  a  general  fentence,”  with  which  you  charge  me  p. 
96,  you  fay  that  ‘ *  an  experienced  difputant  deceives 
“  and  milleads  the  unwary.  I  wills,”  you  fay  p  40, 
u  you  had  followed  a  courfe  which  was  open  and  diredd, 
“  and  which  does  not  wind  like  the  labyrinth  in  Crete. 
“  i  wifh  your  path  had  been  marked  by  candour, 
“  as  well  as  by  ingenuity,  and  that  you  had  rather 
u  grappled  me  with  the  irons  of  truth,  than  thrown  a- 
“  round  me  the  web  of  perplexity.”  You  fpeak,  p. 
96,  of  “  the  common  and  mifehievous  artifices  of  the 
“  Socinians  in  their  fmall  tracts,  intended  to  influence  the 
“  public  mind,”  meaning,  no  doubt,  my  own  in  particu¬ 
lar.  You  fuppofe  in  one  cafe,  p,  15,  that  “  I  deceive  in 
“  orderthatgood  might  be  produced but  this  vouverv 
properly  fay  is  not  juftifiable.  Indhort,  you  afl'ert,  p. 
52,  that  “  it  may'  be  faid  of  me  that  I  write  againft 
“  light,  and  better  knowledge,” 

I  do  not  queflion  your  fmcerity,  or  regard  to  truth, 
as  you  do  mine  ;  and  therefore  I  mull  believe  that  you 
really'  entertain  thefe  fentiroents  of  me.  But  then  what 
fignifies  the  refpe6t  you  profefs  to  have  forme  p.  86,  as  a 
philosopher  and  a  scholar, when  you  have  this  low  anddef- 
picable  opinion  of  me  as  a  man.  And  how  could  you  fay, 
“  p  1 . 1  cannot  but  exprefs  a  wills  that  our  free  intercourse 
(i  of  opinions  which  has  palled  may  rather  promote  har- 
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mony  than  difcord  ;  when,  if  I  be  the  perfon  you 
defcribe,  you  would  difgrace  yourfelf  by  any  harmony 
with  me. 

You  fay,  indeed,  p.  86,  that,  “  inlooking  over  your 
“  Letter  you  find  feveral  paffages  which  will  be  thought 
‘  by  fome  improperly  harfh;”but  you  do  not  fay  that  you 
think  fo  yourfelf,  and  you  add,  that  you  meant  not  by 
(C  them  to  offend  me.”  After,  in  fadt,  calluig  me  a 
knave,  only  in  more  decent  language,  you  fay,  “  you 
**  hope  I  fhall  not  take  it  amifs*”  But  how  could  yoa 
expe<5l  that  fuch  treatment  would  not  give  offence,  and 
that  I  fhould  not  take  it  amifs  ?  Having,  however 
been  much  ufed  to  language  of  this  kind,  both  in  Ln- 
gland  and  here,  I  think  i  can  bear  it  as  well  as  roof!  per- 
fons,  let  it  come  from  what  quarter  it  will.  But  I  did 
not  expeft  it  from  you*  Only  make  the  cafe  your  own, 
and  fuppofe  that  I  had  reprefented  you  as  aching  the 
difmgenuous  part  that  you^afcribe  to  me, and  being  con- 
fcious,  as  I  am,  that  you  did  not  deferve  it,  what  would 
you  have  felt  under  the  imputation  ? 

It  is  very  poffible,  however,  that  notwithflanding  all 
that  you  have  faid  againft  me  as  a  controverfial  writer, 
you  may  have  no  bad  opinion  of  my  morals  in  other 
refpedts  ;  fo  that,  tho’  I  may  not  be  honeft  as  a  writer, 
I  may  be  loin  the  common  tranfa&ions  of  life,  and  not 
be  deflitute  of  other  good  qualities.  And  tho’  I  think 
you  uncandid  with  refpe6l  to  me,  I  can  excufe  the  too 
common  feelings  and  language  of  controverfy,  and  I 
do  not  infer  from  it  any  thing  unfavourable  to  your  ge¬ 
neral  character,  which  I  doubt  not  is  honourable,  and 
your  general  condueh  exemplary.  The  h. armory ,  therc- 
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fore,  that  you  fpeak  of,  whatever  be  meant  by  it,  will 
not  meet  with  any  obftatle  from  me.  We  have  ail  our 
infirmities,  and,  as  chriftians,  fiiould  bear  with  each  o- 
ther.  I,  as  the  older  man,  ought  to  have  the  moft 
c  andour,  and  make  the  moft  allowance  for  the  greater 
irritability  of  youth.  If  you  can  bear  this  anfwer  to 
your  letter,  you  willeafily  bear  any  thing  that  will  ever 
come  from  me. 

You  Sir,  cannot,  in  confiftency  with  what  you  have 
advanced,  believe  me  ;  but  many  perfons,  w  ho  are  bet¬ 
ter  acquainted  with  mv  character  and  my  writings  will, 
when  I  fay  that  I  hold  the  condudl  you  defcribe  in  as 
much  deteftation  as  you  can.  If  I  know  my  own  heart, 
I  write  from  a  love  of  truth,  and  a  defire  to  promote 
ic,  and  I  believe  that  you  do  the  fame,  tho’  labouring 
under  prejudices  from  which  my  different  fituation  and 
opportunities  of  better  information  have,  through  the 
conduct  of  a  kind  providence,  delivered  me.  So  at 
leaf!  I  think,  and  for  this  I  am  truly  thankful,  and  es¬ 
pecially  that  1  have  been  the  inftrument  in  the  hands  of 
God  of  enlightning  the  minds  of  many  others. 

Mueh  as  I  have  written  to  demonftrate  the  truth 
and  the  importance  of  chriftianitv,  both  with  refpedt  to 
individuals  and  fociety  (more  I  believe  than  any  man 
living)  you  infinuate  that  my  views  are  hoftile  to  it 
when  you  fay  p.  35,  tc  Did  you  mean  to  deny  the  bleff- 
“  ed  effedls  of  the  gofpel  of  Jefus  Chrift  upon  fociety, 
li  and  upon  human  government,”  and  when  you  enlarge 
as  y  ou  do  on  that  topic  yourfelf  in  your  Letter  to  me. 
Indeed  Sir,  I  do  not  want  your  infirudlioias  on  this 
head.  Fcv.r  men  living,  perhaps  none,  have  had  more 
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•opportunity  of  knowing  unbelievers  of  all  kinds  than 
riiyfelf,  or  have  given  more  attention  to  their  principles, 
and  the  effe&s  of  them.  This  has  given  me  a  much 
'ftronger  impreflion  than  you  can  po'fiibly  have  of  the 
real  value  of  revelation  ;  becaufe  your  advantages  of 
this  kind  cannot  have  been  much  more  than  you  have 
acquired  by  reading,  whereas  mine  are  from  an  exten- 
five  and  pretty  intimate  knowledge  of  living  characters 
in  feveral  parts  of  the  world  ;  and  it  is  this  thong  im- 
predion,  the  refult  of  perfonal  obfervation,  that  has  led 
me  to  write  fo  much,  and  in  fuch  various  forms,  in 
defence  of  revelation.  If  you  had  only  feen  the  Uif* 
courfes  that  1  delivered  in  Philadelphia,  which  are  all 
relative  to  that  fubject,  you  mult  have  feen  that  1  d° 
not  want  your  admonitions  or  inRruClions  upon  it. 

From  a  deficiency  in  point  of  candour,  and  I  may 
add  of  civility,  in  an  addrefs  to  me,  you  never  menti¬ 
on  any  of  my  writings  but  m  language  of  contempc. 
“  I  confider,”  you  fay  p  90,  “  your  t.  iflories,”  (mean¬ 
ing  thofe  of  the  Corruptions  of  Chriftianity,  and  of 
parly  opinions  concerning  Jefus  Chrifl)  as  polTcfiirg 
“  no  more  authority  than  the  Arabian  nights  linter- 
‘  tainments*”  As  many  perfons  here,  I  find,  as  well 
as  in  England,  are  fond  of  reading  Novels  and  Ro¬ 
mances,  I  wifh  your  readers  would,  from  your  account 
of  thofe  Hiflories  of  mine,  confider  them  in  that  light, 
and  think  of  reading  them  for  amufement,  as  they  do' 
the  Arabian  Nights.  1  hey  would  find  in  them  ftrj- 
ous  matter,  worthy  of  their  attention,  and  of  yours. 
Works  of  great  labour,  as  thefe  are,  and  ccn  pofed 
with  a  ferious  view,  to  pren  etc  v hat  the  author  oci.fi- 
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ders  to  be  important  truth,  let  him  be  ever  fomuch  mif. 
taken,  deferve  to  be  mentioned  with  refpe£t.  You 
could  not  mean  any  thing  but  ridicule  and  contempt 
when  you  fay  p.  47,  “  May  I  expeSt  from  your  exten- 
five  knowledge  you  will  be  able  to  gratify  my  curio- 
(i  fity  with  refpedl  to  the  Eleufinian  myfteries.”LI  wilh, 
Sir,  that  you,  or  any  other  perfon,  would  gratify  mine 
on  that  fubjedl. 

By  way  of  excufe  for  declining  to  enter  into  a  con- 
troverfy  with  me  on  the  fubjedfs  of  the  dodtrine  of  the 
divinity  of  Chrift  and  the  atonement,  you  fay  p.  82, 
“  there  is  no  common  principle  on  which  you  and  I 
“  could  argue  on  thofe  fubjedls.  Thefe  are  dodlrines 
i(  which  can  only  be  difcovered  by  the  light  of  pure  re- 
t£  velation,  but  you,  juft  as  it  pleafes  you,  or  as  it  an- 
ii  fwers  }  cur  purpofe,  reject  or  receive  what  is  record- 
“  ed  in  revelation.”  You  alfo  dwell  much,  and  al¬ 
ways  with  a  tone  of  farcafm,on  my  having  exprelfed  an 
opinion  that  the  reafoning  of  the  apoftle  Paul  was 
fometimes  inconclufive.  "V  ou  alfo  fay,  If  we  add 
another  fubjedl  of  controverfy,  it  would  open  too 
li  wide  a  field,  and  would  afford  you  an  opportunity  of 
“  adroitly  extricating  yourfelf  from  the  abfurdities  in- 
“  to  which  you  have  run,  by  flying  to  another  fubjedl.” 
This,  Sir,  is  but  anothelr  variation  of  the  charge  of  ar¬ 
tifice  and  infincerity  which  you  fo  often  bring  againft 
me,  but  it  has  no  juft  foundation. 

You  and  I  have  many  principles  in  common  with 
refpedt  to  the  doOrines  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  and 
the  atonement.  There  is  not  a  fingle  pafiage  in  the 
Old  or  the  New  Teftament  relating  to  them  that  I 
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would  wifh  to  have  expunged.  The  reasoning  of  Paul 
to  which  I  obje6t  does  not  affedt  his  authority  with  ref- 
pecl  to  any  thing  that  depends  upon  his-own  knowledge, 
or  that  he  declares  that  he  had  in  the  communications 
with  Jefus,  with  which  he  was  favoured.  What  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  in  his  writings  you  may  fee,  if  you  pleafe,  in 
my  Notes  on  all  the  books  of  fcripture  which  are  now 
in  the  prefs.  There  is  not  a  word  in  any  of  the  Gof- 
pels,  or  the  A6ts  of  the  Apoftles,  to  which  I  do  not  givq 
implicit  credit.  Nor  do  I  recollect  a  fmgle  pafiage  of  the 
leaft  moment  in  all  the  New  Teftament  which  1  think  to 
be  fpurious, except  that  concerning  the  heavenly  witneffes 
in  the  fir  ft  epiflls  of  John,  which  if  you  admit  l  believe 
you  are  Angular,  as  it  is  given  up  by  all  the  learned  in 
England,  and  thofe  as  orthodox  as  yourfelf.  Nor  is 
this  any  text  of  any  real  confequcnce  to  you,  as  feveral 
believers  in  the  divinity  of  thrift  have  acknowledged. 
The  apoftles,  and  all  theother  writers  in  the  New  i'ef- 
tament,  1  confider  as  perfectly  honeft  and  excellent 
men,  but  not  as  infallible  ,•  and  you  muft  know  that 
many  learned  chriftians  have  ceafed  to  defend  their  in* 
fpiration  as  writers  ;  an  hypothefis  which  candid  men 
allow  to  be  impcflible  to  maintain,  and  which  has  given 
the  greateft  advantage  to  unbelievers. 

All  that  you  urge  on  thefe  fubjedts,  and  upon  my 
character  as  a  writer,  is  only  calculated  to  prejudice 
your  readers  againft  me:  and  mr  writings,  as  written 
with  a  view  to  deceive  them,  and  draw  them  into  dan¬ 
gerous  errors:  the  natural  inferrence  from  which  is  that 
it  is  mod  fafefor  them  r  ot  to  look  into  them  at  all.  But, 
Ixr,  v,  hat  fhould  I  get  by  the  ccndudt  which  you  afcribe 
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to  me,  and  which,  according  to  yob,  I  muft  have  fol¬ 
lowed  through  life,  to  the  clofe  of  which  I  mud  now 
be  very  near  ?  Confequently,  I  muft  be  in  expectation 
of  very  foon  appearing  before  my  final  judge  ;  with 
whom  the  artifice  you  charge  me  with  will  avail  noth¬ 
ing.  He  will,  however,  be  better  qualified  to  decide 
concerning  my  chara61er  and  conduct  than  you  who  are 
fo  ready  to  do  it,  and  I  hope  to  find  him  more  can¬ 
did.* 

You  ftill  maintain,  notwithftanding  my  ferious  de¬ 
claration  to  the  contrary  (calling  it  an  artful  evalion, 
but  againft,  I  think,  every  appearance  and  probability) 
that  in  my  Comparison  of  Socrates  and  Jesus  I  meant, 

• 

p.  14.  an  infidious  attack  upon  our  Saviour.”  You 
even  fay,  p.  10,  that  “  it  proceeded  from  a  liable  and 
“  implicable  animofity  againft  the  divinity  of  Jefus 
“  Chrift.”  To  fnew  you  in  what  a  different  light  the 
fame  thing  may  be  viewed  by  different  perfons,  I  fhall 
giveyou  an  extradl  from  a  letter  which  i  have  lately  re¬ 
ceived  from  a  perfon  in  England,  and  as  fincere  achrif- 
tian  as  yourfelf.  “  I  am  excited,”  he  fays,  “  and  defi- 
“  rous  to  fend  you  a  few  lines,  to  convey  my  thanks,. 
“  for  your  Socrates  and  Jesus  compared ,  and  my  great 
«  approbation  of  it ;  By  the  perufal  of  it  I  have  much 
u  profited,  as  it  has  led  me  both  to  underftand  and  va,- 
44  lue  chriftianity  more  and  better.  Thisjitlle  work  is 

“  calculated 

*  When  I  was  transcribing  this  for  the  press  from  short  hand,  in 
which  1  always  compose,  1  did  not  expect  to  live  many  weeks.  For 
one  whole  day,  unable  to  write  myself,  I  employed  other  persons  to 
•write  while  I  dictated.  At  present  my  prospects  with  respect  to  this 
life  are  very  uncertain. 
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“  calculated  to  do,  and  certainly  will  do,  much  good,  if 
“  it  be  attended  to.  Another  correfpondent  fays,  “  I 
“  have  read  your  Comparifon  of  Jefus  and  Socrates 
“  with  much  plenfure.  You  have  placed  the  great  fu- 
periority  of  the  charadler,  and  doclrine,  of  Chrift  a- 
“  bove  that  of  Socrates  in  a  very  finking  light.” 

Iildeed  I  cannot  help  confidering  your  ftrange  mif- 
apprehenfion  of  my  view's  in  this  publication  as  extra¬ 
ordinary  as  Don  Quixot’s  miflaking  a  windmill  for  a 
giant,  and  a  flock  of  fheep  for  an  army  ;  and  I  had  no 
more  expedlation  of  fuch  an  attack  upon  it  as  yours 
is,  than  that  it  would  involve  me  in  a  contefl  with  Bu¬ 
onaparte  or  the  Algerenes.  I  confidered  myfelf  as 
writing  in  the  caufe  of  common  chrifl ianitv,  and  that, 
if  I  fucceeded,  I  fhould  have  the  thanks  of  all  the 
friends  of  it  ;  and  in  this  light  my  pamphlet  was  confi- 
dered  by  feveral  intelligent  chriflians  in  Philadelphia, 
and  fome  of  them  as  orthodox  as  vourfelf. 
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Sic.  I. 


SECTION  I. 

Of  Socrates. 

nn 

A  HE  greater  part  of  your  Letter  relates 
to  Socrates ,  and  you  expedl  a  particular  reply  to  every 
article  in  it.  But,  Sit,  contrary  to  your  expe&ation  p. 
78,  where  you  fay,  “  he  mud  be  a  credulous  opponent 
“  who  fhould  ever  expert  to  filence  me,”  I  have  little 
more  to  fay  about  Socrates-  Being  fatisfied  with  what 
I  have  written,  notwithftanding  your  additional  obfer- 
vations  on  the  fubjedt,  I  now  clofe  my  defence,  and 
leave  your  obfervations  to  have  what  weight  they  may 
with  our  readers.  I  fee  no  good  reafon  for  troubling: 
them  with  what  appears  to  me  to  be  wholly  unneceffa- 
ry.  I  iltall,  therefore,  only  make  a  few  brief  remarks. 

You  lay  great  flrefs  on  the  imperfedlion  of  my  ac¬ 
count  of  the  difference  between  Socrates  and  Jefus  ; 
when  I  acknowledge  all  the  difference  that  1  find  be¬ 
tween  them  in  the  fulleft  manner,  at  the  fame  time  that 
I  faw  fo  much  of  a  general  refemblance  between  them, 
in  their  devoting  themfeives  to  the  infhudtion  of  their 
countrymen  on  the  fubjedt  of  morals,  and  that  gratui¬ 
tously,  which  no  other  heathen  philofopher  did,  that  I 
thought  it  well  worth  while  to  draw  a  companion  be- 
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tween  them  ;  and  this  I  think  is  fufliciently  to  the 
advantage  of  Jefus.  Yet  you  now,  p.  37,  “  appeal 
“  to  my  own  reafon  and  heart  whether  I  have  not  faid 
“  unjuflly,  that  the  difeourfes  of  Socrates  and  Jefus, 
“  have  an  obvious  refemblance.”  Now  1  fhould  have 
thought  the  refemblance  fufficientto  my  purpofe,  if  So¬ 
crates  had  been  a  much  lefs  refpedtable  teacher  than  he 
was.  He  was  the  beft  that  the  heathen  world  could 
exhibit,  and  I  was  defirous  of  fhewing  that,  with  all  his 
advantages  he  was  greatly  inferior  to  Jefus.  Befides, 
Sir,  comparifons  have  been  made  between  things  the 
moll  didant,  if  there  was  but  the  fmalleft  refemblance 
between  them,  even  between  the  Supreme  Being,  as  the 
author  of  all  good,  and  Satan  the  fuppofed  author  of 
all  evil. 

Notwithftanding  all  that  you  allege  by  way  of  apo¬ 
logy  for  underrating  the  merit  of  Socrates,  I  do  not  fee 
why  you  fhould  urge  the  argument  from  the  abomina¬ 
ble  idolatries  of  his  countrymen,  or  the  general  charac¬ 
ter  that  Paul  gives  of  the  heathen  world,  if  you  had  not 
thought  that  they  affected  the  charadter  of  Socrates  in¬ 
dividually  ;  and  then  they  will  equally  affedt  the  cha- 
radter  of  every  heathen,  as  that  of  Ariflides,  Phocion, 
'iimoleon,  and  any  the  moft  celebrated  for  their  moral 
worth  in  all  Greece.  Indeed,  with  refbedt  to  virtue  in 
general,  according  to  the  beft  ideas  that  the  heathens 
had  of  it,  there  is  no  character  known  in  detail  that 
hands  higher  than  that  of  Socrates  himfelf.  And  fo  in- 
conclufive  is  your  argument,  that  it  muft  furely  be  ob¬ 
vious  to  every  perfon  but  yourfelf. 
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You  lay  as  much  ftrefs  as  ever  on  the  attachment  of 
Socrates  to.  thofe  whom  you  call  his  chosen  companions  ; 
but  you  mention  none  but  inch  as  were  his  pupils  when 
they  were  young  men,  and  what  tutor  may  not  have  un- 
worhy  difciples.  For  his  chofen  companions  take  the 
following  account  of  Xenophon.  After  a  recital  of 
a  converfation  (hat  he  had  with  Pericles  and  Aicibia* 
ties  he  favs  (Memorabilia,  Lib.  i,  Cap.  2.  p.  47) 
4;  When  thefe  men  took  the  lead  in  the  commonwealth^ 
P  they  no  longer  frequented  the  fociety  of  Socrates, 
44  be  caufii-.it  would  not  have  been  agreeable  to  them* 
“  as  they  would  have  taken  it  ill  to  have  been  reproved 
“  by  him  for  their  faults,  but  engaged  in  the  conduct 
“  of  public  affairs,  with  a  view  to  which  only  they  had 
‘  applied  to  Socrates.  But  Crito,  and  Chserephon,  and 
41  Cherecrates,  and  Simmias,  and  Cebes,  and  Phaedo, 
44  and  many  others,  were  the  familiar  friends  of  So- 
44  crates  ;  who  frequented  his  fociety,  not  as  lawyers 
(l  or  orators,  but  that  they  might  be  good  and  honoura- 
“  bie  men,  and  be  of  fervice  to  their  families,  their  do- 
“  medics,  their  relations,  their  friends,  the  city,  and 
“  their  fellow  citizens.  None  of  thefe,  either  while 
44  they  were  young,  or  advanced  in  life,  did  any  thing 
“  that  was  reprehensible,  nor  were  they  ever  charged 
“  with  if”  Indeed  Sir,  you  are  not  fufReiently  well 
read  in  the  hi  dory  of  Socrates. 

If  you  had  overlooked  this  paffage  in  the  Memora¬ 
bilia,  you  might  have  feen  who  they  were  that  attend¬ 
ed  Socrates  in  the  lad  feenes  of  his  life  ;  and  fuch  were 
mod  likely  to  have  been  his  intimate  friends,  and  a- 
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mor*g  them  you  find  not  one  of  the  perfons  that  you 
have  mentioned  as  his  chofen  companions.  Thefe  a- 
mong  no  doubt,  many  others,  were  Crito,  Phsedo, 
Simmias,  Cebes,  Echecrates,  Apollodorus,  and  Plato, 
of  none  of  whom  do  we  know  any  thing  difreputable. 
And  why  did  you  lay  fo  much  ftrefs  on  the  tyrannical 
conduft  of  Critias,  ifiyou  had  not  meant  to  infinuate 
that  he  had  in  fome  meafure  the  concurrence  of  Socra¬ 
tes.  for  it  was  not  the  character  of  Critias  that  was 
the  fubjeet  of  our  difcuffionr 

As  to  the  daemon  of  Socrates,  on  which  ;you  urge 
me  fo  clofely,  I  profeffed  not  to  have  any  fixed  opinion 
about  it.  If  I  had  been  alked  what  I  thought  ,  of  it  a 
fhort  time  before  the  writing  of  my  pamphlet,  I  Ihould 
have  faid,  as  you  do,  that  it  was  probably  nothing  more 
than  his  own  good  fenfe  ;  but  on  confidering  his  char- 
after  more  particularly,  I  was  unwilling  to  -think  that 
fuch  a  man  would  perfift  through  life,  and  to  his  dying 
moments,  in  telling  a  lie.  And  what  the  Supreme  Be¬ 
ing  might  p-eafe  to  do  by  or  with  him,  or  any  man, 
neither  you  nor  I  can  tell.  But  I  never  faid,  as  you 
now  quote  me,  that  “  God  fpake  to  Socrates  by  a  dse- 
mon,”  which  you  call,  p,  75,  “  a  glaring  deformity  of 
“  my  afiertion.”  Such  an  idea  never  occurred  to  me. 
As  my  opinion  on  this  very  unimportant  fubjeft  is  un¬ 
fettled,  it  is  very  poffible  that  I  may  revert  to  my  form¬ 
er  opinion,  and  yours  about  it. 

With  refpeft  to  the  authority  of  Kerodicus,  on 
which  you  are  difpofed  to  lay  great  ftrefs,  in  order  to 
difparage  Socrates,  and  on  which  you  challenge  me  fo 
peremptorily  p.  52,  I  do  r.ot  think  it  worth  my  while 
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to  confider  it  at  all,-  my  bufmefs  being  not  fa  mhch  witli 
the  perfonal  character  of  Socrates  'fts;  With ‘what-  he' 
taught,  whom  he  taught,  and  in  what  manner  he  taught. 
And  whether  Socrates  was  a  little  better,  or  a  little' 
worts,  than  he  has  been  represented,  is  of  little  corife- 
quence  to  my  object  rrt  writing, which  I1  am  forry  to  find, 
it  is  not  in  my  power  to  make  you  underhand. 

As  I  have  now  abandoned  Socrates,  you  will,  of 
eourfe,  triumph  in  your  victory,  while  I  lhall'proceed 
as  if  this  unforefeen  controverfy  had  never  happened, 
to,  draw  a  hmilar ;  comparison  between  Jefus  and '  other 
heathen  mo rali ft s,  giving  them,  as  I  did  Socrates,  every 

,  r-,  .  .  ;  ,  T 

merit  that  I  fairly -cah,  in  order  to  ihew  that,  with  every 
advantage,  their  maxims  were  far  inferior  to  thofe  of 

)  ;  i  .  .  r 

the  Gofpely  and  their  influence  far  Ids  favourable  to  tlttr 
exaltation  of  the  individual  character,  or  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  condition  of  foe  iety.  1  lhall  not  be  forry 
to  fee  you  follow  me  Rep  by  flep  through  them  all,  ais‘ 
vou  have  done  -With  refpeCl  to  Socrates,  and  you' will 
have  juft  the  fame  reafori  to  think  that  the  remainder  of 
the  work  is  what  you -call  this  firft  part, viz.  an  ihfidioW 
attack  on  the  character  of  jefus;  and  with  refpeCt  to  fbnie 
of  the  characters,  you  may  perhaps  have  more  advan¬ 
tage  than  you  have  had  in  the  cafe  of  Socrates.  It  “will 
be  no  object  with  me  to  give  you  lefs. 

.odt; 

‘  • . 
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SECTION  II. 

Of  the  Divinity  of  Christ. 

J^ECOND  thoughts,  the  old  proverb  fays, 
are  beft.  I  am  glad,  that  you,  Sir,  have  had  luch 
thoughts,  and  that  you  did  not,  as  you  lirlt  intended, 
clofe  your  pamphlet  with  your  Letter ,  but  have  added 
an  Appendix  on  the  only  fubjedts  on  which  I  wilhed 
for  an  opportunity  of  addreffing  you,  or  rather  our  rea¬ 
ders,  viz.  the  dodtrines  of  the  divinity  of  Christy  and  of 
atonement.  Thefe  are,  indeed,  fubjedls  of  importance. 
You  think  them  great  truths,  and  I  am  as  well  fatisfied 
that  they  are  the  moll  {hocking  corruptions  of  chrifti- 
anity,  hindering  the  reception  of  it  not  only  with  Jews 
and  Mahometans,  but  with  men  of  fenfe  in  all  chrifli- 
an  countries.  I,  therefore,  think  that  no  rational  chrif- 
tian  can  employ  his  time  better  than  in  an  endeavour 
to  expofe  them.  And  as  you  and  your  learned  friend, 
without  wilhing  to  proceed  with  the  controverfy,  have, 
neverthelefs,  thought  it  incumbent  on  you  to  produce 
thofe  arguments  which  you  confider  as  of  the  greatefc 
Rrength  in  your  caufe,  [  fhall  endeavour  to  {hew  our 
readers  the  extreme  {utility,  and  the  moft  glaring  in- 
confiftency,  of  them*,  referring  for  the  farther  difeuf- 
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fion  of  the  fubjefts  to  my  former  publications  with  ref- 
pe£l  to  them. 

You  fay,  p.  89,  “  You  appear  to  lay  confiderable 
“  ftrefs  on  the  circumftance  that  the  Jews  did  not  ex- 
“  pe<5t  their  Ivleffiah  to  be  a  divine  perfon,  or  that  he 
<c  would  make  atonement  for  fin.  You  advert  to  this 
“  three  or  four  times  in  the  pamphlet  to  which  I  am  re- 
“  plying.  To  me  it  appears  not  a  little  wonderful  that 
u  you  fhould  love  to  dwell  on  a  circumftance  which  fur- 
“  nifties  a  ftrong  prefumption  againft  your  opinion;” 
urging  that  becaufe  the  Jews  were  generally  miftaken 
in  other  things,  they  probably  were  fo  in  this.  Now  I 
fhall  endeavour  to  fhew  what  you  do  not  feem  to  be  at 
all  aware  of,  as  you  hare  not  even  adverted  to  it,  in 
what  manner  this  miftake  of  the  Jews  makes  for  my 
argument,  and  againd  yours. 

We  agree  that  the  jews  were  miltaken  in  their  ex¬ 
pectation  of  a  temporal  prince  in  their  Meffiah,  and 
that  the  apoflles  themfelves  were  under  the  fame  mif¬ 
take  till  the  day  of  Fentecoft.  But  an  obvious  confe- 
quence  of  this  is  that,  having  no  fufpicion  of  their  maf. 
ter  being  2ny  thing  more  than  a  man,  fuch  as  David, 
whofe  defeendant  he  was,  had  been,  nothing  that  they 
fay  before  that  event  could  imply  that  they  thought  him 
to  be  more  than  a  man  ;  and  this  entirely  deftroys  the 
lorce  ofvourboafted  argument,  p.  98,  from  the  fliort 
exclamation  of  Thomas,  My  Lord  and  my  God .  For 
the  refurredtion  of  his  mailer,  however  unexpected  by 
him,  could  be  no  proof  to  him,  or  to  any  perfon,  that 
he  was  God.  Otherwife,  the  refurrection  of  Lazarus 
would  prove  him  to  be  God.  It  only  fhewed  the  pow¬ 
er  of 
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cr  of  God  in  fuch  a  miracle  ;  and  to  this  power  the  re- 
furred,  on  of  Jefus  was  always  afcribed  by  the  apoftles 
ever  after.  To  exprefs  his  fatisfadion  with  refped  to 
the  identity  of  Jefus,  and  the  power  of  God  in  railing 
him  from  the  dead,  was  all  that  Thomas,  by  your  own 
eonceffion,  could  poffibly  mean.  Indeed,  his  words 
make  no  proper  fentence.  He  does  not  fay,  and  could 
not,  in  his  Hate  of  mind  think,  that  his  Lord  and  his 
God  was  the  fame  perfon. 


This  eonceffion  equally  invalidates  your  argument 
from  what  Jefus  at  any  time  laid  to  the  jews  of  his  be¬ 
ing  the  fon  of  God.  «'  Do  you  not  know,”  you  fay  p. 
114,  “  that  the  Jews  took  up  Hones  to  Hone  Chrift  him- 
“  [e]{{°1'  fu>'InS  what  they  fuppofed,  and  rightly  fuppo- 

“  ffd’  imPlied  he  was  God  ?  Do  you  not  know 
that  they  frequently  charged  him  with  blafphemy  ? 
Do  you  not  know  that  it  was  under  this  charge, 
brought  f  rtHe  very  dodtrine  that  1  maintain,  that 
they  at  laft  adually  put  him  to  death  r” 

If  on  thefe  occaflons  Jefus  aaually  raid  what  , 
amount  to  a  confeflion  that  he  was  Cod,  is  i,  no,  e“ 
traordinary  that  hi,  difciples,  and  efpecially  ,he  ap„f. 

les,  who  put  entire  confidence  in  all  hi,  declarations 
and  who  we ire  predifpofed  to  rejoice  in  anycircumftance 
t  tended  to  magnify  him,  did  no,  underhand  him 
but  continued  m  pet-feel  ignorance  of  his  Dre,„r  ’ 
till  the  day  of  Pentecoft  ,  efyecUly  il  he  had  be  „ 

I,cl>'  tried  and  condemned  for  aflirtm  I  ■  ?.  P 

Could  a  public  fentence  of  a  court  of  ,h  JT1  ? 

eft  m  the  country,  founded  upon  a  man'  ? 

«on,  have  been  „„know;to 
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much  lefs  to  his  own  difciples,  who  were  fo  much  in- 
terefted  in  every  thing  relating  to  him  ? 

Thefe,  Sir,  are  ftrange  and  mofl  improbable  fjppo- 
fitions.  Could  any  one  in  Judea,  and  efpecially  one  fo 
obnoxious  as  Jefus  was  to  the  chief  rulers,  who  want¬ 
ed  nothing  but  a  plaufible  pretence  for  putting  him  to 
death,  have  efcaped  being  Honed  in  any  place  where 
he  could  have  been  found,  after  feriouflv  pretending  to 
be  God  their  maker  ?  Confider,  befides,  the  apology 
that  he  made  for  his  language,  John  x,  35,  “  If  he  call- 
u  ed  them  gods  to  whom  the  word  of  God  came,” 
(meaning,  probably,  magiftrateswvho  are  fometimes  fo 
called)  6<  and  the  feripture  cannot  he  broken,  fay  ye  of 
“him whom  the  Father  hath  fainStified,  and  fent  into 
“  the  world,  thou  blafphemeft,  becaufe  I  faid  I  am  the 
“  foil  of  God.”  Do  you  think  that  he  ufed  any  arti¬ 
fice  on  this  occafion,  and  that  finding  he  had  gone  too 
far,  he  wiihed  to  explain  away  what  he  had  really  meant, 
contenting  himfelf  with  faying  that  he  was  only  the  son 
of  God ,  a  declaration  which  had  been  made  from  heaven 
at  his  baptifm,  and  which,  therefore,  was  probably 
well  known  to  the  people  in  general.  This,  befides,  is 
a  title  which  the  apofrie  John  gives  to  all  the  difciples 
ofChrift,  Johniii.  2.  “  Beloved,  now  are  we  the  fons 
“  of  God.” 

You  mud,  furely,  know  that  uith  the  Jews  the 
crime  of  blasphemy  was  not  confined  to  a  man’s  pre¬ 
tending  to  be  God.  No  fuch  ciime  could  ever  have 
been  thought  of.  Rlafphemy  was  punilhable  with 
death  by  the  laws  of  Moles,  but  furely  this  could  not 
have  been  the  meaning  of  it  bv  him,  for  it  could  not 

have 
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have  beep  thought  to  affe£l  any  perfon  that  was  in  his 
fenfes.  Were  not  Stephen  and  Paul  charged  with  blaf- 
pheming,  but  was  their  fuppofed  blafphemy  their  pre¬ 
tending-  to  be  God  ? 

Jefus  was  evidently  condemned  to  die  for  pretend¬ 
ing  to  be  the  Messiah ,  which  they  thought,  or  affected 
to  think,  a  blafphemous  prefumption.  That  this  was 
the  precile  meaning  of  Jefus  is  evident  from  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  his  confeffion.  The  queftion  put  to  him  was 
(Matt.  26.  63.)  “  I  adjure  the  by  thee  living  God,  that 
“  thou  tell  us  whether  thou  be  the  Chrilt  the  fon  of 
“  God  not  whether  he  himfelfwas  God.  And  after 
anfwering  in  the  affirmative,  he  added,  “  Neverthelefs 
“  I  fay  unto  you,  hereafter  ye  {hall  fee  the  fon  of  man 
“  fitting  on  the  right  hand  of  power;  and  coming  in  the 
“  clouds  of  heaven,”  which,  in  the  opinion  of  all  his 
judges,  was  charadleriftic  of  the  Meffiah.  Agreeable 
to  this  was  their  accufationof  him  to  Pilate,  viz,  that 
he  made  himfelf  the  king  cf  the  Jezvs,  and  not  that  he 
had  ever  pretended  to  be  God. 

Ccnfider  alfo  in  what  manner,  and  on  what  grounds 
the  Jews  infuited  Jefus  as  he  hung  on  the  crofs  (Luke 
23.  31)  And  the  people  stood  beholding,  and  the  riders 
also  zvith  them  derided  him ,  saying ,  He  saved  ethers,  let 
him  save  himself,  if  he  be  Christ  the  chosen  of  God.  This 
clearly  fnows  the  ground,  and  the  extent,  of  the  charge 
that  was  brought  aginff  him.  For  had  he  ever  pretend¬ 
ed  to  be  God,  and  efpecially  if  he  had  been  condemned 
on  that  account,  would  not  that  have  been  mentioned 
on  this  occafion  as  infiiately  more  prefumptious  and 
blafphemous  than  merely  pretending  to  be  the  Meffiah  r 
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He  was  infulted  alfo  by  one  of  the  malefadtors,  who  was 
crucified  along  with  him,  but  only  on  the  fame  account, 
v.  99.  And  one  of  the  malefactors ,  which  were  hanged , 
railed  on  him ,  saying ,  if  thou  be  the  Christ ,  save  thyself 
and  us. 

The  Jews  thought  it  blafphemous  to  nretend  to 
forgive  fins,  thinking  it  was  a  power  that  God  had  never 
given  to  man,  and  therefore  that  to  pretend  to  be  pof- 
fe fled  of  it  was  blafphemous  Eut  Jefus  feems  to  have 
fatisfied  his  captious  audience  by  working  a  miracle  in. 
vindication  of  the  propriety  of  his  language,  and  by  the 
words  of  his  anfwer,  which  implied  that  it  was  only  fay¬ 
ing-  in  other  words  that  the  fick  man  fhould  be  reflored 
to  health,  and  calling  himfelf  the  son  of  man  Matt  ix.  4; 
“  And  Jefus,  knowing  their  thoughts,  faid,  wherefore 
thinkye  evil  in  your  hearts.  For  whether  is  it  eafier 
“  to  fay  Thy  fins  be  forgiven  thee ,  or  to  fay  arise  and 
“  walk  ?  But  thatye  may  know  that  the  fon  of  man 
“  hath  power  on  earth  to  forgive  fins  (then  fayeth  he  to 
“  the  fick  of  the  palfyj  arife,  take  up  thy  bed  and  g®  t  ° 
(l  thine  own  houfe.”  The  phrafe  son  of  man ,  whatever 
be  the  meaning  of  it,  does  not  fignify  God. 

You  fay  p- 104.  “  I  cannot  miftake  in  faying  that  you 
“hold  with  me  that  no  Being  except  God  can  forgive 
“  fin.”  I  alfo  fay  that  no  Being  except  God  can  work 
a  miracle  ;  but  God  might  empower  you  or  me, 
either  to  work  a  miracle,  or  to  declare  a  man’s  fins  to 
be  forgiven,  a  prophet  being  nothing  more  than  the  in- 
flrument,  or  the  mouth,  of  Godin  the  cafe.  Jefus  always 
acknowledged  r.ot  only  that  Ac  could  do  nothing  of  him¬ 
felf.  but  that  the  words  that  he  spake  were  r.ct  his  cwn, 
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but  the  Father's  who  sent  him.  As  the  Father  glvet'h  me 
commandment ,  fays  he,  so  I  speak . 

For  the  fame  reafon,  Chrift  being  thought  to  be 
the  Immanuel  of  ifaiah  could  not  be  underftood  by  the 
Jews,  or  the  difciples  of  Jefus,  to  be  a  predidlion  that 
the  Mefliah  would  be  God,  an  argument  on  which  you 
lay  much  ftrefs  p.  98.  This  was  the  name  of  a  child  in 
the  time  of  Ifaiah,  and  tho’  applied  to  Jefus,  could  no 
more  be  underftood  to  fignify  that  he  was  God,  than 
that  any  other  perfon  whofe  name  ended  in  el,  which 
dignified  God,  or  that  contained  in  it  any  other  known 
name  of  God,  was  the: efore  God.  Names  were  given 
by  the  Jews  to  denote  any  extraordinary  circilmftance 
relating  to  the  children  themfelves,  or  the  times  in 
which  they  were  born.  Thus  becaufe  God  had  promif* 
ed  to  appear  in  the  deliverance  of  the  land  of  Judah, 
when  it  was  invaded  by  the  kings  of  Ifrael  and  Syria, 
this  name  was  given  by  way  of  affurance  to  Ahaz,  that 
God  would  be  wth  them,  and  therefore  that  they  had 
nothing  to  fear.  Ilhmael  dignifies  God  that  hears,  Eli, 
my  God  ;  Elijah  God  and  Lord,  Elifha  God  the  saviour 
and  Gabriel  the  power  of  God ;  but  was  it  ever  thought 
that  any  of  thefe  men,  or  that  this  angel,  was  God  ? 
Why,  then,  fhould  the  name  Immanuel  imply  it  ? 

Mr.  Blayr.ey,  an  Englilh  divine  as  orthodox  as  your- 
felf,  ingenuoufly  gives  up  this  argument  for  the  divinity 
oi  Chrift  in  his  note  on  Jer  xxiii.S.  which  we  tranflate. 
“  And  this  is  the  name  by  which  he  111 al  1  be  called. 
“  I  he  Lord  our  nghteouinefs”  and  which  he  renders. 
“And  this  is  the  name  by  which  Jehovah  fliall  call 
him,  Our  righteousness.  Upon  this  he  favs  “  1  doubt 
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6i  not  but  fome  perfons  will  be  offended  with  me  for 
depriving  them  by  this  tranflation  of  a  favourite  argu- 
“  ment  for  provingthe  divinity  of  our  Saviour  from  the 
“  Old  Teftament.  But  I  canr  ot  help  it.  I  have  done  it 
C!  with  no  ill  defign,  but  purely  becaufe  I  think,  and  am 
“  morally  fure,  that  the  text  as  it  Hands  will  not  proper- 
“  ly  admit  of  any  other  condrudlion.  The  LaX  have 
u  fo  tranfiated  before  me,  in  an  age  in  which  there; t 
“  could  not  poffibly  be  any  bias  of  prejudice  either  for 
£5  or  againft  the  before  mentioned  dodtrine  ;  a  dofirine 
“  which  draws  its  decifive  proof  from  the  New  Telia? 
“  ment  only.”  From  this  it  is  evident  that  he  does 
not  lay  the  Itrefs  that  you  do  on  the  word  Immanuel. 

The  ignorance  of  the  Jews  concerning  the  divinity 
of  their  Meffiah,  alfo  invalidates  j  our  argument  for  it 
from  any  perron  being  faidto  fall  down  and  xv  or  ship  him', 
befides  that  it  is  well  known  that  this  expreffion  only 
means  ftoopingfo  low  as  to  kifs  the  hem  of  a  perfon’s 
garment, or  at  molt  proftration  on  the  ground  before  him. 
Gtherwife,  David  muff  be  concluded  to  be  God,  as  well 
as  the  Supreme  Being  to  whom  he  prayed.  For  after 
his  prayer  it  is  faid  (1  Chron.  xxix.  20)  And  all  the 
congregation  blessed  the  God  of  their  fathers ,  and  bow¬ 
ed  down  their  heads ,  and  worshipped  the  Lord  and  the 
king.  i  he  worfhip,  therefore,  that  the  angels  of  God 
are  faid  to  pay  to  jefus,  on  which  you  lay  ftrefs,  can 
mean  no  more  than  their  acknowledging  him  to  be 
their  fuperior,  not  that  he  was  their  God. 

Since  we  agree  in  opinion  that  the  apoftles  cordi- 
clered  Jefus  as  amere  man,  tho’a  diftinguiihed  prophet, 
till  the  defeent  of  the  Spirit  on  the  day  of  Pentecoft,  I 
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would  afk  hov,r  it  appears  that  even  after  that  event, 
they  thought  more  highly  of  him.  Peter  in  his 
fpeech  on  that  occahon,  calls  him  (dels  ii,  22)  only 
a  man  approved  cf  God ,  by  miracles  and.  wonders  and 
signs  which  God  did  by  him ,  and  whom  God  had  raised  up. 
The  many  converts,  therefore,  that  he  made  by  that 
fpeech  mull  have  all  been  Unitarians.  For  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  gave  them  any  information  concerning 
the  fuperior  dignity  of  their  mafter.  Nor  does  it  appear 
in  all  the  Adis  cf  the  apoRles,that  this  communication 
was  made  to  any  of  them.  And  furely  a  circumRange 
of  fo  extraordinary  a  nature  rnuR  have  excited  the 
greateR  attention.  *  ^ 

Weald  not  the  Jowilli  rulers,  if  this  had  been  known 
to  rAe?w(and  if  it  had  been  the  opinion  of  the  chri  Rians  in 
general,  they  could  not  have  been  ignorant  that  it  was 
fo)  not  have  been  (hocked,  and  offended  beyond  mea- 
fure,  at  it,  as  much  asif  they  had  heard  it  from  Jehus 
himfelf  before  his  death,  and  would  not  the  whole  body 
ofchriRianshave  been  exclaimed  againR,and  confidered 
as  blafphemers,  on  that  account  ?  But  tho’  we  well 
know  from  this  hiRory,  all  that  the  unbelieving  Jews 
objected  to  the  chriRiansin  that  age,  this  is  never  men¬ 
tioned.  They  only  denied  that  Jefus  was  the  Meffiah, 
and  queRioned  the  truth  of  his  refurreclion.  Would 
not  an  opinion  of  this  extraordinary  kind  have  occafi- 
oned  fome  difeufiion  and  controverfy  even  among-  the 
chr: Rians  themftl  .  es,  at  leaR  as  much  as  the  queRion 
about  the  admifiion  of  the  Gentiles  into  their  churches; 
and  we  fee  by  tins  that  it  was  no  eafy  matter  for  the 
apoRlcs  themfeives  to  give  them  fatisfadlion  with  ref- 
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peel  to  any  thing  that  fhocked  their  prejudices*  The 
new  converts  who  mud  have  beenindrudted  in  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  chridianity  before  they  were  admitted  to  bap- 
tifm,  mud,  if  the  apoftles  did  not  dudioufly  conceal  it 
from  them,  have  been  informed  of  this  article  of  chrif- 
tian  faith;  ar  d  would  none  of  them  have  heen  dartlecl, 
and  have  obje6led  to  a  thing  fo  abhorrent  to  their  pre¬ 
vious  notions  and  prejudices  ?  And  yetwe  donot  find 
that  it  was  fo  much  as  noticed  by  any  of  them.  When 
the  eunuch  was  converted  and  baptized,  all  that  Philip 
required  of  him  was  (AGs  viii.  37)  to  confefs  that  fe- 
sus  was  the  sen  of  God ,  by  which  was  only  meant  the 
jMefiiah. 

The  doctrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  is  now  the 
principal  objection  of  all  the  Jews  againft  chridianity. 
Why  did  they  not  urge  it  before  as  well  as  now, 
and  efpecialiy  when  it  was  fird  advanced,  and  therefore 
mud  have  druck  them  more  than  it  can  do  now  ?  In 
la£t,  this  prominent  objection  to  chridianity  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  made  to  it  by  any  Jew  till  many 
years  after  the  age  of  the  apodles.  But  fince  that  time 
it  has  ever  been  uppermod  with  them,  as  it  is  with  all 
the  Mahometans,  and  was  fo  from  the  time  of  Maho¬ 
met  himfelf. 

You  think  that  Stephen  confidered  Chrid  as  God 
p.  68,  when  (Adts'ix.  $7)  called  upon  God ,  saying 
Lord  Jesus  receive  my  spirit.  But  if  this  doGrine  was 
known  to  Stephen,  it  mud  have  been  fo  to  all  thechrif- 
tians,  and  could  he  only  have  given  any  intimation  of 
his  holding  it  1  And  what  follows  from  any  perfon 
feeing  Jcfi’s  in  vifion,  and,  being  about  to  die,  requed- 


Sec.  II 


Reverend  Dr.  Linn. 


27 


ing  him  to  receive  his  last  breath ,  which  was  an  anci¬ 
ent  cuilora  with  particular  friends  ?  Befides,  the  accu¬ 
sation  and  condemnation  of  Stephen  were  upon  quite 
other  grounds.  The  charge  againfl  him  was  fimply 
this  (Acis  viii.  14)  This  man  ceases  not  to  speak  blas¬ 
phemous  xvords  against  this  holy  place  and  the  law  ;  for 
■we  have  heard  him  say  that  this  Jesus  of  Nazareth  shall 
destroy  this  place,  and  change  the  customs  that  Moses  de¬ 
livered  to  us.  Here  is  nothing  faid  about  his  afferting 
that  Jefus  was  God,  which  would  have  appeared  to  his 
judges  infinitely  more  blafphemous  than  any  thing  that 
they  alleged  againfl  him. 

If  the  doftrine  of  the  divinity  of  Chrift  was  not  com¬ 
municated  to  the  apoflles  before  the  day  of  Pentscoll, 
the  words  of  Jefus  in  his  commiffion  to  baptize  (Matt, 
xxviii.  19.)  on  which  you  lay  Co  much  ftrefs,  p.  103.  viz. 
in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son >  and  of  the  Holu 
Ghost,  could  not  imply  this.  The  meaning  could  only 
be  an  initiation  into  that  religion  which  was  the  gift  0f 
God  by  Jefus  Chrift, and  confirmed  by  miraculus powers. 
For  that  the  term  Holy  Ghost  is,  as  you  fay,  another 
name  of  God,  I  do  not  admit. 

Hilary,  whom  you  quote  as  a  defender  of  tire  high- 
eft  doarine  of  the  trinity,  interprets  this  laft  as  the  U- 
nitarians  do  ;  viz.  as  ftgnifyinga  confeflion  of  the  Father , 
°J  the  ™ly  begotten,  arid  of  the  Gift,  which’ven  much 
refcmbles  what  Irenseusfays  on  the  fubj ea  *. 

\  ou  fa  ,  p.  92,  that  <!  I  cannot  any  more  than  the 
“  Jews  give  a  juft,  or  even  a  plaufible,  expofitienof  the 

,  “  queftion 

Baptizari  jussit  in  ncmine  Patris  et  Filii  ft  Spiritus  sancti  :  id  est  in 
sonffssior.e  et  authoris.  et  ur.igcniti  et  deni  Lib  2.  p  22. 
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“  queftion  which  jefus  put  to  the  Jews  (Mutt.  xxii.  45) 
u  if  David  called  him  Lord  hozv  is  he  his  Son Now 
really,  Sir,  1  fee  no  difficulty  at  all  in  the  Socinian  inter¬ 
pretation  of  it.  All  that  the  jews  expedlecl  in  their 
Mefliah  was  that  he  would  referable  David,  be  a  tem¬ 
poral  prince  as  he  was,  and  refcue  them,  as  he  had 
done,  from  the  power  of  their  enemies  ;  in  which  ref- 
pect  they  could  not  fuppofe  him  to  be  fuperior,or  much 
fo,  to  David.  On  what  account  he  was  to  be  fuperior 
to  David,  jefus  does  net  fay ;  but  furely  he  might  be 
his  fuperior  without  being  God.  Jefus  himfelf  was 
greatly  fuperior  on  the  Socinian  hypothefis.  Did 
David  a£l  as  Jefus  did  by  an  immediate  commiffion 
from  God  ?  Did  he  work  the  miracles  that  Jefus  did  ? 
and  is  he  to  return,  after  being  railed  from  the  dead, 
and  afeending  to  heaven,  to  judge  the  world  l  And  yet 
all  this  may  he  done  without  his  being  himfelf  Cod, 
if  he  was  only  authorized  and  infpired  by  God  to  do  it. 
David  himfelf  will  be  judged  by  this  fon  of  his  as  well 
as  you  a  id  I.  You  fee,  then,  that  whatever  you  may 
imagine  we  find  no  difficulty  at  all  in  the  interpretation 
of  this  paffage.  Whether  it  will  appear  fo  to  you  does 
not  much  concern  us.  We  fatisfy  ourfelves. 

You  greatly  boaft,  p.  82  and  97,  of  the  great  number  of 
texts  that  you  could  produce  in  fupport  of  your  hypothe¬ 
cs, which,  you  fay,  “  in  numerous, diredl, and  unequivo- 
“  cal  pafiages,afiVrt  that  Chrift  is  God;  and  what  is  much 
tc  more  to  the  point,  aferibe  to  him  adls  and  attributes 
“  which  cannot  without  blafphemy  be  arrogated  by  any 
“  creature.”  rl  hefe  texts,  however,  as  you  have  not 
recited  them,  I  confider  as  foldiers  on  a  mufter  lift, 

which 
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which  never  appear  in  the  field.  Bat  many  perfons, 
without  feeing  any  of  the  texts  tkemfelves,  will  cake 
your  affertion  for  granted,  without  any  examination 
at  all.  In  my  opinion  your  direct  texts  are  none,  and 
your  plaufible  ones  very  few,  and  all  thefe  our  readers 
may  find  explained  in  the  eafieft  manner  upon  Unitarian 
principles, in  my  Familiar  Illustration  of  particular  texts , 
a  fmall  and  cheap  pamphlet,  reprinted  in  this  country 
by  Mr.  Dobfon,  together  with  my  Appeal  to  all  Christi¬ 
ans  on  the  fubjedls  in  controverfy  between  us,  to  which 
I  am  glad  that  you  have  given  me  this  opportunity  of 
directing  our  readers  ;  as  alfo  to  another  fmall  pamph¬ 
let  of  mine  intitled  A  General  Viezv  of  Arguments  for  the 
Unity  of  God ,  and  against  the  Divinity  and  Preexistence 
of  Christ, from  Reason,  from  the  Scriptures,  and  from 
History. 

What  offends  you  particularly  is  my  faying,  and  I 
now  repeat  it,  that  there  is  abundant  evidence  that  the 
opinion  of  the  perfect  equality  of  the  Son  to  the  Father 
was  unknown  at  the  council  of  Nice,  and  not  admitted 
by  Athanafius  himfelf.  To  this  you  and  your  learned 
friend,  reply  by  appealing  to  the  Creed  of  Athanasius , 
and  the  fentiments  of  Hilary.  But  if  you  maintain 
that  this  creed,  tho’  aferibed  -to  Athanafius,  was  real¬ 
ly  written  by  him,  you  are  ,  I  will  venture  to  fay,  abfo- 
lutely  Angular  ;  as  it  is  given  up  by  all  who  pretend  to 
fcholarfhip  in  Europe,  the  mod  orthodox,  as  well  as 
others.  1  he  Benedictine  editors  of  the  works  of  Atha¬ 
nafius  place  this  creed  among  the  fpurious  articles  af- 
cribed  to  him.  Cave,  the  moft  learned  in  ecclefiaflical 
hiflorj  of  am  writer  m  England,  fays'tbf  this  creed  111 
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his  Historic*  Literaria,  Vol.  i,  p  -  i96,  “  That  this  is  no 
«  genuine  work  of  Athanahus  is  evident  ;  becaufe  nei- 
«  their  Athanahus  himfelf,  nor  any  fucceeding  writer 
“before  Theodulph  of  Orleans,  make  any  mention  of 
“  it,  nor  was  it  received  by  the  church  before  A.  D. 
u  1000,  or  much  noticed  till  it  was  produced  by  the  am- 
“  baffadors  of  Gregory  IX,  in  A.  D.  123 o,  in  a  difpu- 
<:  tation  at  Conflantinople,  when  the  authority  of  Atha- 
“  nahuswas  appealed  to.”  He  adds,  “  that  it  was  pro- 
“  bably  compofed  by  Vigilius  Tapfenhs  in  Latin,  that 
“  it  was  afterwards  tranflated  into  Greek,  and  was 
“long  hid  in  the  Jarchieves  of  churches.  I  his,”  he 
fo vs,  «  is  the  more  probable,  as  Theodulph  cites  this 
‘‘  creed  from  thofe  works  aferibedto  Athanahus  which 
«  are  now  certainly  known  to  have  been  written  by  Vi- 

“  gilius.” 

Vrry  fortunately,  my  copy  of  the  works  of  Atha¬ 
nahus,  which  is  that  of  Paris  a.  d.  1627,  efcaped  the 
riots  of  Birmingham,  and  I  find  in  them  paffag.es  clear¬ 
ly  inconhftent  with  your  opinion  of  the  equality  of  the 
Son  to  the  Father.  In  a  confeffion  of  faith,  written  on 
o'-cahon  of  the  counci's  of  Ariminum  and  Seleufia,  he 
faYB  Vol.  1,  p.  879,  “  We  do  not  fay  that  the  Son  id 
'  ’  .  t  t  like  the  Father,  and  without 

“  unbe gotten (  uyswilov )  llice  t-‘e  m 

.  .  f  but  Ithat  he  had  his  origin  from 

“  being  begotten  by  the  rather,  a 
«  of  Uirift.”  He  farther  fays  m  the  fame  Piece>  P- 
8M,  «  we  ptoolly  believe  the,  the  -tupotent  God 

.  The  wo, dm  my  edition  «  1  »  «•  —  *>““* 

mXfXfiY,  and  so  the  Latin  tmmlator  mataitooi  it. 
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“  and  Lord  begat  his  Son  voluntarily  and  fpontaneouf- 
“  ly  (sKovcriwg  xxi  sSchovJviv)  believing  what  he  him- 
“  felf  fays,  the  Lord  created  me  in  the  beginning  of  his 
“  ways.”  Does  this,  Sir,  imply  an  opinion  of  the  Son’s 
equality  to  the  Father,  when  it  is  evident  that  as,  in 
his  opinion,  the  Father  produced  the  Son  of  his  own 
mere  will,  he  mull  have  thought  that,  if  he  had  pleafed; 
he  might  have  had  no  Son  at  all  ?  I  would  advife  you, 
and  your  learned  friend  to  look  into  my  fabulous  His¬ 
tory  of  Early  Opinions ,  where  you  might  have  found 
this  paffage,  and  many  others,  of  which  you  feem  to 
have  little  knowledge  or  fufpicion. 

Withrefpedt  to  your  bnafted  authority  from  Hilary, 
you  fay,  p.  112,  “  Nowit  unfortunately  happens,  that 
“  Hilary  was  charadterifticaliy  a  zealous  defendei  of 
the  orthodoxy  of  Athanafius,  and  the  council  of 
“  Nice.”  And  fo,  Sir,  are  you,  and  your  authority  is  as 
much  to  the  prnpole  as  his.  The  council  of  Nice  was 
held  A.  D.  325.  but  Hilary  flourifhed  in  A.  d. 354.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Baronius,  Hilary  was  made  bilhop  of  Poi¬ 
tiers  abot  A.  d.  355.  For  his  oppofition  to  the  Arian 
do&rine,  which  prevailed  in  the  time  of  Valens,  he  was 
baniihed  to  Phrygia,  and  it  was  in  this  exile,  which 
continued  five  years,  that  he  wwote  his  work  on  the 
trinity.  Cave's  Historia  Liter  aria,  Vol.  I.  p  213.  How 
then  can  his  opinion  be  any  proof  of  the  doctrine  that 
prevailed  at  the  time  of  the  council  of  Nice  ? 

With  equal  confidence,  and  no  more  truth,  you  boafe 
of  the  prevalence  of  your  principles,  notwithftanding 
my  endeavours,  and  thofe  of  others  to  overturn  them. 
You  fay,  p.  84,  that“  my  History  of  the  Corruptions  of 
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“  Christianity  has  lately  fallen  from  the  gigantic  gralp 
<»  of  Horfley,  crufhed  into  annihilation  ;  and  that  my 
“  trumpet”  p.  82.  has  been  long  founded  ;  but  be  affured 
that  in  this  country  your  trumpet  fhail  never  be  blown 
“  in  triumph.”  You,  fir,  appear  to  be  little  acquainted 
with  the  ftate  of  things  in  England.  You  would  never 
elfe  have  faid  that  I  had  felt  the  grafp  of  your  champion 
Horfley,  but  rather  that  he  had  felt  mine,  and  that  on 
this  account  he  fhrunk  from  the  controverfy,  refufing 
even  to  read  my  History  of  Early  Opinions.  I  am  con* 
f  dent  that  my  works  are  much  more  read,  and  with  far 
more  effect, than  his.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  number 
cf  Unitarians  in  England  has  been  much  increafed  fince 
the  commencement  of  my  controverfy  with  him,  and9 
according  to  my  information,  they  continue  to  increafe 
far  beyond  what  j  ever  expelled. 

In  this  country  there  are  more  Unitarians  than  you 
feem  to  be  aware  of.  But,  furely  you  rnuft  have  known 
that  in  the  e  aider  a  hates  there  are  feveral  congregations 
proiefiediy  Unitarian.  At  Bolton  my  fabulous  Histo¬ 
ry  of  the  Corruptions  of  Christianity ,  and  other  works  of 
mine, have  been  re-printed-  In  Philadelphia  the  num¬ 
ber  of  Unitarians  is  not  inconliderable,  and  if  they 
would  unite,  and  form  afociety,  they  would  appear  ref- 
p  eft  a  bio.  Even  in  this  place  I  found  feme  Unitarians, 
and  you  may  fuppofe  their  numbers  are  not  leffened  fnce 
I  came  hither.  There  ism  this  place  another  Unita¬ 
rian  preacher  befides  myfelf,  and  his  audience  is  always 
pretty  large.  Judging  from  prefent  appearances,  I 
have  no  doubt  but  there  will  be  a  conflderable  increale 
of  Unitarians  in  confequence  of  this  controverfy,  and 
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that  all  your  endeavours  to  prevent  it  will  only  add  to 
what  you  lament  as  the  mifehief  that  has  been  done. 

I  cannot  help  fmiling  when  you  fay,  p.  107,  that 
“  the  doflrine  of  the  Trinity  is  not  incredible,  that  in  it 
“  there  is  nothing  impoflible,  nothing  contradidlory, 
“  and  confidering  the  great  end  to  be  anfwered  by  it, 
“  nothing  improbable.  1  he  orthodox  faith,  therefore, 
“  I  do  verily  think  is  not  only  truer  and  fafer,  than 
<{  yours,  but  much  more  eafy  to  be  received.”  But, 
Sir,  let  the  two  fchemes  be  propofed  to  a  Jew  or  a  Ma¬ 
hometan,  or  to  any  perfon  that  is  not  a  chriftian.  While 
you  maintain  that  the  three  perfons  in  your  Trinity, 
the  Father,  the  San,  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  have  each  of 
them,  feparately  confidered,  all  the  attributes  of  divin¬ 
ity,  you  certainly  believe  in  three  Gods,  a  dedtrine 
which  I  would  not  receive  on  the  authority  of  Paul, 
or  of  Jefus  himfelf.  And  when  you  fay  that  thefe  three 
call  them  Persons,  or  by  whatever  name  you  pleafe,  are 
one,  it  is  as  evident  a  contradiction,  and  an  abfurditv, 
as  can  be  imagined;  as  much  fo  as  that  the  three  perfons 
of  Peter,  James,  and  John,  having  each  of  them  all  the 
properties  of  humanity,  are  neverthelefs  not  three  men , 
but  one  man.  This,  Sir,  is  not  the  whale  fwallowing 
Jonah,  but  abfolutely  Jonah  fwallowing  the  whale. 

There  cannot  poflibly  be  any  difference  between 
thefe  two  cafes.  If  all  the  properties  of  humanity  make 
a  man,  all  the  attributes  of  divinity  muff  make  a  God 
and  therefore  if  three,  or  three  hundred  perfons, 
having  each  of  them  the  properties  of  humanity,  make 
three  or  three  hundred  men,  the  fame  number  of  per- 
fom  poflefled  of  all  the  attributes  of  divinity,  muff 
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make  the  fame  number  of  Gods.  And.  fhould  you  be 
able  to  find  ever  fo  manv  texts  of  feripture  from  which 
you  fhcukl  infer  ever  fo  clearly  that  there  was  this 
multiplicity  of  gods,  I  fhould  think  myfelf  authorized 
to  fay,  without  any  examination  of  them,  that  there 
mud  be  a  miftake  either  in  the  texts,  or  in  the  interpre¬ 
tation  of  them  ;  fince  the  facred  writers  could  never 
really  mean  to  teach  a  do6lrme  fo  repugnant  to  the  uni¬ 
form  tenor  of  their  writings  j  and  fo  evidently  contra- 
diciory  to  one  on  which  they  always  lay  the  greatefl 
hrefs,  viz.  that  of  the  divine  unity. 

I  wifh,  Sir,  you  had  mentioned  any  of  the  ends  to 
which  you  allude  as  anfwered  by  thefe  flrange  doc¬ 
trines,  equally  inconfiilent  with  reafon  and  the  ferip- 
tures.  Is  not  the  one  God  and  bather  of  all  equal  to 
every  thing  that  is  everaferibed  to  divinity  ?  Is  he  not 
our  creator,  our  preserver,  and  our  redeemer  alfo  ?  And 
though  no  man  can  of  his  own  authority  forgive  fin, 
furely  God  himfelf  can,  and  this  he  repeatedly  declares 
that  he  will  do,  and  without  any  reference  to  an  atone¬ 
ment  or  fatisfa&ion.  Is  not  his  example  in  this  very 
refpecl  recommended  to  us  ?  Are  we  not  required  to 
forgive  as  we  ourselves  are  forgiven  ?  But  this  leads  to 
another  fob j eel,  the  laft  that  I  Avail  touch  upon,  and 
that  will  be  very  briefiy. 
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SECTION  III. 

Of  the  Doctrine  of  Atonement. 

j^^_N  atoning  facrifice  for  fin  appears  to  us,” 
you  fay  p.  128,  “  to  have  been  neceffery.”  But  Sir, 
whyneceffary  if  God  can  forgive  fin  without  it;  and 
vve  think  it  would  be  a  degradation  of  the  character  of 
the  Deity  to  require  it,  and  inconfiflent  with  his  ac¬ 
knowledged  attribute  nf  mercy .  For  what  would  be 
left  of  his  moral  character  but  flriec  justice ,  if  for  every 
offence  committed  sgainfl  him  he  received  a  fufficient 
fatisfa&ion  ?  And  ye.  the  mercy  of  God  is  the  con- 
flant  theme  of  David,  and  all  the  faints  of  the  Old  Tes¬ 
tament,  and  thofe  of  the  New  too.  How  many  verfes 
in  thepfalms  end  as  in  a  kind  of  chorus,  with  His  mer¬ 
cy  endureth  forever  P 

You  appeal,  p.  119,  to  the  authority  of  Mofheim 
for  the  hiftory  of  this  opinion.  But  this  weighs  no¬ 
thing  with  me,  who  hare  given  much  more  attention  to 
the  pregrefs  of  this  opinion,  and  that  of  many  others, 
that  have  a  connection  with  it,  than  he  appears  to  have 
done;  and  I  am  confident  that  neither  Mofheim  himfelf, 
if  he  had  been  Lving,  nor  you  or  your  learned  friend, 
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be  able  to  refute  what  I  have  advanced,  on  the  mofli 
indifputable  authorities,  in  my  hiftory  of  it.  If  your 
dodlrinehad  been  univerfaily  received,  as  you  maintain 
that  it  was,  in  very  early  times,  how  could  it  have  re¬ 
mained  a  queflion  fo  late  as  the  time  of  Auftin,  to  whom 
the  fatisfadlion  mentioned  in  the  gofpel  was  made,  or 
that  it  would  have  been  fo  generally  thought  to  have 
been  made  by  God  to  the  -Devil,  into  whofe  power  men 
had  fallen  in  confequence  of  hn  ;  and  that  though  God 
might  have  refcaed  them  out  of  his  ha  nds  by  mere  pow¬ 
er,  he  chofe  to  do  it  according  to  justice,  giving  a  fair 
price  for  what  he  obtained,  and  this  price  was  the  blood 
of  his  fon.  Strange  and  abfurd  as  this  fcheme  [now  ap. 
pears  to  us,  it  is  really  more  plaufible  than  vours,  and 
more  agreeable  to  the  charadler  of  the  Divine  Being, 
who  hereby  fets  us  an  example  of  juftice  and  honefty. 

Before  your  doctrine  of  atonement  can  be  f.rmly  ef- 
tablifhed,  you  mult  anfwer  a  query  originally  put  by 
the  famous  Mr.  Penn,  the  founder  of  this  ftate,  and  a 
zealous  Unitarian,  in  his  treatife  intitled,  The  Sandy 
Foundation  shaken^  which  is  that  if  Chrift  be  God  equal 
to  the  Father,  why  did  he  not  require  fatisfadlion  to  be 
made  to  himfelf  as  well  as  the  Father  ?  He  m u ft  have 
been  equally  offended  at  the  fins  of  men,  and  one  of  his 
attributes  mu  ft  have  been  [uftice  as  well  as  mercy.  In 
Mr.  Penn’s  own  language,  and  under  his  title  of  Conse¬ 
quences  irreligious  and  irrational.  “  It  reprefents  the  Son 
“  more  kind  and  compaffionate  than  the  Father;  where- 
“  as  if  both  be  the  fame  God,  then  either  the  Father  is 
“  as  loving  as  the  Son,  cr  the  Son  is  as  angry  as  the 
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In  the  days  of  my  ignorance  I  maintained  the  doc¬ 
trine  that  you  now  hold.  I  even  left  the  academy  with 
a  belief  of  thedodlrine  of  atonement  in  a  qualified  fenfe: 
But  the  firft  thing  that  I  did  after  I  became  a  mini  her, 
and  had  leifure,  was  to  col!e6t  and  write  out,  every  text 

in  the  Old  or  New  Teft  ament  that  bore  any  relation  to 

\ 

this  fubjeft  ;  and  the  refult  was  the  cleared,  conviction, 
which  has  remained  to  this  day,  that  the  doctrine  of 
atonement,  in  every  fenfe  of  the  word,  is  as  contrary  te 
the  fcripture,as  it  is  to  reafon. 

My  MS.  on  this  fubjeft  was  fhewn  by  a  friend  of 
mine  to  Dr.  Lardner,  but  without  mentioning  my  name, 
and  he  was  fomuch  pleafed  with  it,  that  he  requefted 
leave  to  publifh  it.  To  this  I  made  no  objection,  and 
accordingly  he  did  it,  giving  it  himfelf  the  following  ti¬ 
tle.  “  The  Scripture  dodtrine  of  Remiffion,  which 
u  fhews  that  the  death  of  Chrift  is  no  proper  faerifice, 
«<  or  fatisfa<Slion,  for  fin  ;  but  that  pardon  is  difpenfed 
“  folely  on  account  of  repentance,  or  a  perfonal  refor- 
*<  mation,  of  the  finner.”  The  date  of  the  pamphlet  is 
A.  d.  176!.  Alter  this  I  was  introduced  to  the  Doc¬ 
tor  as  the  author,  and  from  this  time  1  never  failed  to 
vifit  him  whenever  I  went  to  London.  Having  under¬ 
taken  to  write  the  History  oj  the  corruptions  of  Chris¬ 
tianity,  and  of  this  article  among  the  reft,  I  applied  to 
him  (who  was  unqueftionably  better  acquainted  with 
the  chriftian  Fathers,  than,  I  believe,  any  perfon  then 
living)  for  alfi  fiance  ;  but  he  was  then  old,  and  laid  he 
could  only  refer  me  tofome  pafi’ages  of  s  t.  Auftin,  quo¬ 
ted  by  himfelf,  as  to  ray  purpofe.  T  he  laft  time  that  I 
faw  him,  I  renewed  my  requeft,  but  his  faculties  had 
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begun  to  fail  him.  However,  he  took  down  a  bundle 
of  pamphlets,  and  turning  them  over,  {hewed  me  my 
own,  faying,  iC  This  contains  my  opinion.”  When  I 
told  him  I  was  the  writer,  he  {hook  his  head,  and  faid 
he  took  me  to  be  Dr.  Harwood-  About  a  year  after 
this  he  died,  at  the  age,  I  believe  of  ninety  one.  This 
tra6l  I  reprinted  with  additions  in  the  Theological  Rem 
positonj ,  and  I  propofe,  if  I  live,  to  republilh  it,  toge¬ 
ther  with  other  articles  of  mine,  in  that  work. 

Do  not  boaft.  Sir,  as  you  are  apt  to  do,  that  learn¬ 
ing  and  piety  are  wholly  on  your  fide.  A  more  ref- 
peclable  man  than  Dr.  Lardner,  or  a  man  more  gene¬ 
rally  refpedled  by  all  parties,  both  for  his  learning  and 
his  candour  never  lived.  It  was  the  perufal  of  his 
Letter  on  the  Logos  that  made  me  an  Unitarian,  but  not 
till  after  his  death.  For,  like  yourfelf,  I  was  pretty 
tenacious  of  the  faith  in  which  I  was  originally  educa¬ 
ted,  being  ftrft  a  Trinitarian,  and  then  an  Arian,  but 
fmce  what  is  commonly  called  aSocinian,  but  more  pro¬ 
perly  an  Unitarian,  as  tbftinguifned  from  both  Trini¬ 
tarians  and  Arians. 

As,  from  what  you  fay  in  this  fecond  Letter  to  me, 
it  is  not  probable  that  I  <hall  have  another  opportunity 
of  addreffing  you  and  the  public  on  the  fubjedl  of  the 
controverfies  in  which  1  have  been  engaged,  I  wifli  to 
fet  you  right  with  refpedl  to  fome  particulars  of  my 
hi flory  and  ccndudl,  with  which  you  feem  not  to  be  ac¬ 
quainted,  and  you  may  give  me  what  degree  of  credit 
you  pieafe. 

You  think  that  I  have  always  had  the  lafl:  word  in 
controverfy,  fo  that  it  is  impolfible  to  fiience  me.  Now 
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this  has  feldom  been  the  cafe.  It  was  not  fo  in  the  u« 
nitarian  controverfy  in  any  period  of  it,  except  with 
refpedltobifhop  Horfley  himfelf.  To  many  others  that 
followed  him,  I  never  made  any  reply  ;  nor  did  I  ever 
write  any  defence  of  my  History  of  Early  Opinions ,  con¬ 
fident  that  it  does  not  want  any. 

My  firft  trail  in  controverfy  was  an  anfwer  to  a  moll 
virulent  attack  upon  my  principles  in  general  by  Mr. 
Venn,  a  clergyman  of  the  church  of  England.  To  this 
he  never  replied;  but  I  wasfo  much  affailedby  many  o- 
thers  of  the  fame  principles,  and  of  various  denomina¬ 
tions,  that  1  thought  it  necefiary  to  write  my  Appeal  to 
the  candid  Professors  of  Christianity ,  and  tho’  there 
were  notlefs  than  ten  anfwers  to  this  in  the  firft  month 
after  its  publication,  I  never  wrote  a  direil  reply  to  any 
of  them, but  publifhedmy  Familiar  Illustration  of  parti¬ 
cular  Texts,  as  a  general  nnfwer  to  all  that  my  adver- 
faries  could  fay.  Of  the  Appeal  not  let's  than  fifty 
thoufand  copies  had  been  printed  and  difperfed  before 
Heft  England,  and  there  were  feveral  editions  of  it, 
in  different  parts  of  England  and  Scotland,  in  which  I 
had  no  concern,  It  is  not  fpeaking  with  contempt,  as  you 
do,  of  a  publication  that  will  anfwer  it,  or  prevent  its 
effect. 

In  the  various  controverfies  in  which  1  have  been 
engaged,  I  have  feldom  been  the  affailant;  what  I  wrote 
having  been  generally  .in  reply  to  thofe  who  attacked 
fome  or  other  of  my  publications,  efpecially  my  Disqui¬ 
sitions  on  Matter  and  Spirit,  and  my  History  of  the  Cor¬ 
ruptions  of  Christianity,  in  this  country  I  have  engaged 
in  no  religious  controverfy  but  this  with  you,  tho’  Dr. 
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Wharton  wrote  againft  me  on  the  fame  fubjedls;  and 
tho’ I  rejoice  in  the  opportunity  that  you  have  given 
me  to  make  my  fentiments  more  generally  known 
(wishing  to  follow  the  lead  of  that  providence  which 
embraces  the  fm  all  eft  things  as  well  as  the  greateft,  di- 
refting  both  your  pen  and  mine)  I  was  far  from  feeking, 
or  expending  any  fuch  thing. 

Tho’  i  have  been  a  preacherhalf  a  centu  ry,  I  never 
delivered  one  fermon  that  could  be  called  controversial, 
befides  that  at  Philadelphia  ;  and  to  this  I  was  urged  by 
its  being  faid  that  in  this  country  I  concealed  my  fenti- 
rnents,  anddurft  not  avow  them.  1  therefore,  at  the  clofe 
of  my  difeourfes  of  the  evidences  of  revelation,  preached 
the  fermon  intitled  Unitar  ianism  explained  and  defended. 
Before  and  fince  this  all  my  fermens  have  been  either 
p radii  cal,  or  in  the  defence  of  common  chriftianity,  tho* 
I  never  concealed  my  opinions  in  the  pulpit  when  any 
particular  occafion  required  the  mention  of  them,  and 
efpecially  in  my  expofition  of  the  feriptures. 

Of  four  of  my  opponents  in  cohtroverfy,  I  gained 
the  friendfhip  of  three,  before  unknown  to  me  ;  and 
with  the  other  our  former  friendfhip  was  much  increaf- 
ed,  at  lead,  not  at  all  diminifhed  ;  fo  that  my  manner  of 
writing  in  controverfy  has  not  been  fo  offenfive  to  o- 
thers  as  it  is  to  you.  But  i  never  charged  any  of  my 
opponents,  as  you  do  me,  with  «s  writing  againft  light 
“and  better  knowledge.”  I  do  not  be'ieve  that  any 
of  them  did  fc.  Indeed,  very  few  perfons,  I  hope, 
are  fo  abandoned  as  to  be  capable  of  it.  Strong  preju¬ 
dices,  efpecially  thofe  of  early  education,  the  force  of 
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which  I  have  felt  myfelf,  are  able  to  miflead  the  beft 
underftandings,  accompanied  with  the  bell  difpofitions  ; 
and  this  Sir,  I  believe  to  be  your  cafe,  and  the  whole 

of  it. 

As  an  excufe  for  net  continuing  this  controverfy 
with  me,  vgu  allege  the  multiplicity  of  your  minifterial 
duty.  My  duty  of  this  kind  while  I  was  engaged  in 
all  the  cnoft  important  of  my  controverfies,  I  have  rea- 
fon  to  think*  was  more  extenlive  than  yours,  efpecially 
in  my  catechetical  leisures  to  the  different  claffes  of 
my  younger  hearers,*  in  the  fervice  of  three  of  the 
moft  refpe  (Stable  congregations  in  England,  viz.  Leeds, 
Birmingham,  and  Hackney,  all  of  which  I  left  in  a  better 
condition  than  I  found  them,  and  with  foch  marks  of 
their  efteem  and  affedlion,  as  I  believe  were  never  ex¬ 
ceeded  by  any  congregations  to  their  miniflers;  as  may 
appear  from  their  addrefles  to  me  on  our  reparation. 

D  1  At 

I  made  three  classes  of  the  younger  part  of  my  congregation  ;  the 
first  to  the  age  of  ten  or  twelve,  for  whose  use  I  composed  my  Cate - 
ebamjor  children  and  young  persons  ;  the  second  from  ten  or  twelve  to 
sixteen  or  eighteen,  for  whom  I  composed  my  Scripture  Catechism,  the 
sole  object  of  this  class  being  an  acquaintance  with  the  scriptures  and 
the  third  class  of  young  persons  from  the  age  of  sixteen  or  eighteen  to 
•thirty,  beyond  which  I  admitted  none.  For  these  I  composed  my  Insti¬ 
tutions  of  Natural,  and  rescaled  Religion-,  These  classes  were  generally 
very  full.  At  Leeds  the  young  men  of  the  highest  class-  were  about 
forty.  They  were  the  same  at  Birmingham,  when  that  of  young  wo¬ 
men  of  the  same  age  amounted  to  fifty.  This  course  of  instruction  gen¬ 
erally  continued  about  three  years. 

Having  been  requested  to  give  a  more  particular  account  of  these 
.catechetical  lectures,  and  of  my  method  of  conducting  them,  for  the  in¬ 
struction  of  others  who  wished  to  follow  my  example,  I  did  it  in  the 
Preface  to  my  Discourse  on  entering  on  the  office  of  castor  to  the  con¬ 
gregation  at  Hackney,  printed  a.  d,  1791. 
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At  the  fame  time  that  I  was  engaged  in  this  minif- 
terial  duty,  and  thefe  controverfies,  E  hatha  feconclary 
objedl  m  philosophy  $  as  yoxx  have  in  poetriu  It  is  alfo 
to  be  conndered  that,  befides  what  a  minifler  owes  to 
his  particular  congregation,  there  is  femething  due.  from 
him  .to.  the.  c.aufe  of  common  chriftianity,  which  is  a 
duty  that  cannot  always  be.difcharged  without  contro- 
verfy,  as  you  fee  in  the  conduct  of  many  of  the  moft 
eminent  chrlfcian  min  liters  of  various  denominations, 
from  the eariiefc  times  to  the  prefent ;  fo  that  the  alle¬ 
gation  of  your  minifterial  duty  is  no  valid  excufe. 

I  am,  Reverend  Sir,  with  real  efteem,  overlooking 
every  thing  unpleafant  in  your  ftyle  of  controverfy,  and 
with  every  good  with,  efpecialiy  that  you  may  foon 
come  to  the  knowledge  oi  the  great  truths  that  you now 
oppofc,  »r  d  vi  hich  (owing  to  early  and  deep  rooted  pre¬ 
judices)  co ft  n.t  much  labour  to  acquire, 

Yours  fincerely, 

j.  PRIESTLEY'. 

Northumberland,  November  11,  1  803., 


E  R  R  A  T  A. 

N.  E.  (b J  signifies  from  the  bottom. 
P.  9  1.1-6  for  ary  text,  read  a  text. 

P.  10  1.  16— — iirplicable  - -  implacable. 

P.  2l  1.  'Z(b)  ir.fiiatdy  - -  infinitely. 

1.  CO  If ote,  after  evidently,  edd requires. 
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